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REPORT RESUMES 

ED 019 921 JC 680 139 

FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT OPERATING COSTS. 

VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM, RICHMOND 

PUB CATE 68 

EDRS PRICE MF-10.25 HC-$0.68 15F. 

DESCRIPTORS- ^JUNIOR COLLEGES, -tUNIT COSTS, ❖ACADEMIC 
EDUCATION, ❖VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, ❖PROGRAM COSTS, STUDENT 
COSTS, EDUCATIONAL FINANCE, VIRGINIA, 

CONCLUSIONS IN THREE AREAS WERE DERIVED FROM TABULAR 
PRESENTATIONS OF UNIT COST DATA FROM COLORADO, DELAWARE, 
GEORGIA, ILLINOIS, NORTH CAROLINA, OKLAHOMA, AND OREGON-- (1) 
small COLLEGES COST MORE TO OPERATE THAN LARGER COLLEGES. 

COSTS INCREASE AS MORE STUDENTS ENROLL IN A COLLEGE BUT NOT 
IN PROPORTION TO THE ENROLLMENT. (2) VOCATIONAL A.ND TECHNICAL 
PROGRAMS COST MORE THAN LIBERAL ARTS AND TRANSFER PROGRAMS. 
COSTS OF NEW OCCUPATIONAL PROGRAMS ARE ESPECIALLY HIGH. (3) 

NEW PROGRAMS AND NEW COLLEGES COST MORE TO OPERATE. (WC>> 
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SUMMARY OF PERTINENT FACTS 



!• Small colleges cost more to operate than large colleges. 

A. Small colleges cost more to operate than the larger colleges. As the 
colleges increase their services, the cost per student will increase 
temporarily because of the high Initial expenses of new programs being 
added. (Colorado) 

B. In 1962-63, after seven years of operation, Florida found that in 
smaller colleges the employment possibilities in any occupational 
grouping is small, therefore, the number of students is also small 
and the cost of the operation more expensive. The cost per student 
in one or two smaller colleges was $ 1 , 100 , whereas the state average 

cost per student was $570. (Florida) 

C. One important factor creating the difference in the cost per student 
range between the colleges is the size of a college’s FTE enrollment. 
Costs increase as more students enroll in a college but not in pro- 
portion with the enrollment. (Oregon) 

2. Vocational and technical programs cost more than liberal arts and transfer 
programs. 

A. Costs of new occupational programs run up to twice the costs of new 
academic programs. (Colorado) 

B. The costs are higher for specialized vocational and technical programs 
than for liberal arts and transfer programs. New programs that lead 
to employment may have to be established and operated at a high unit 
cost until enrollments rise. A study was conducted to determine this 
cost differential and the results are shown in Table 1. In these 
colleges, if it costs $ 1,000 per student in the liberal arts or 
transfer programs, it would cost about $1,950 per student in the 
0 tigineering technologies. (Ernest F. Anderson— Dxfferentxal Costs 

of Curriculums in Comprehensive Junior Colleges”) 

3. New programs and new colleges cost more to operate. 

A. The first year of operation, and until the system becomes well 
established, will necessarily bring higher operating costs per 
student than for the long term. The long term is expected to average 
about $1,000 per student. (Delaware) 

B. Part of the increased costs per student was due to the development of 
new programs and the high costs for both 1965-66 and 1966-67 were in 
new colleges. These new colleges may even have to increase their FTE 
expenditure per student in order to offer quality educational curricula 
for a wide variety of vocational and technical areas and a two-year 
baccalaureate curricula. (Anderson and Spencer— Illinois) 
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COST AND/OR RANGE OF COMPARATIVE FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT OPERATING COSTS 
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*Discounting Oregon City as authors did. 
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MEDIAN COMPABMIVE FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT OPERATING COSTS 

Fiscal Year 1967-68 
(Unless Shovm Otherwise) 



State 


Minimum 


ff 

Maximum 


Median 


Colorado 


$ 580.38 


$1,278.90 


$ 929.64 


Delaware 

(First year will cost more 
than long-term shovm) 


- 


- 


1,000.00 


Florida (1962-63) 

(Using state average for 
minimum) 


570.00 

' 


1,100.00 


835.00 


Georgia 


690.00 


1,154.00 


922.00 


Illinois 


650.00 


1,500.00 


1,075.00 


North Carolina 

(State and Federal funds only- 
Local funds would add to this) 


- 


- 


780.1. 


Oklahoma 


429.23 


873.. 18 


651.20 


*0regon-2nd Projection 


806.00 


971.00 


888.50 


Texas (1964-65) 


- 


- 


733.09 



*Discounting Oregon City as the authors did. 
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EXPLANATION OF COMPARATIVE FTE OPERATION COSTS 



The FTE (full-time equivalent) and cost per FTE for fiscal years 1963-64; 

1964- 65; and 1965-66 in the Colorado Community Junior Colleges are the actual figures 
reported in their 1967 publication. Community Junior Colleges by the Colorado Depart- 
ment of Education. The projected costs were derived by obtaining the per-cent of yearly 
increase or decrease for each college and using the average of this per-cent for each 
year projected. They have found that costs of new occupational p rograms run up to twice 
the costs of new academic programs and that a small college like Rangely, has a m_uc_h 
higher cost than the larger Northeastern. Trinidad with an even balance between academic 
and vocational programs and a large adult education program has lower costs than the 
single-purpose Otero. Mesa in a large population area has lower costs than the rural 
Lamar. They further state that as the colleges move toward comprehensiveness, and 
increase their services, they expect the cost per student to increase temporarily because 
of the high initial expenses of new programs being added_ . 

The FTE and cost per FTE for the Georgia Junior Colleges came from the 
Office of the Treasurer’s Analysis of Operating Budget , University System of Georg.i a, 

1966-67. The FTE and cost are the actual fugures for 1965-66, the amounts budgeted for 

1965- 66, and the proposed amount for 1966-67. The projected costs x^/ere derived by 
obtaining the per-cent of yearly increase or decrease for each college and using the 
average of this per-cent for the year projected. Albany, Gainesville, and Kennesaw are 
all new colleges proposed for 1966-67. Middle Georgia, South Georgia, and Abraham Baldwin 
show a steady yearly increase, while Brunswick shows a yearly decrease. Columbus has a 
decrease the first year and an increase the second year'. In 1964—65 the costs range from 
$535 at Middle Georgia to $1,352 at Brunswick. In 1965-66 the costs range from $596 

at Middle Georgia to $994 at Brunswick. The proposed costs for 1966-67 range from $643 
at Middle Georgia to $1,213 for Gainesville, The Projected costs for 1967-68 range 
from $695 at Abraham Baldwin to $1,154 at Gainesville. 

All of the data, both actual and proposed, for FTE and cost per FTE in the 
Illinois Public Junior Colleges came from the Report of Selected Data and Characteristics,, 
Illinois Public Junior Colleges, 19 66-67 , by Ernest F. Anderson and James S. Spencer. 

The FTE enrollment for 1965-66 was 40,014 and the total state funds budgeted was 
$27,495,117. This made the state average cost $687 per FTE student. The state funds 
budgeted for 1966-67 was $40,553,333, and for a FTE enrollment of 43,553, this made 
the state average cost $931 per FTE student. The authors said part of the increase^ 
was due to the developmen t of new programs as junior colleges move to Class I districts. 

In 1965-66 the costs ranged from $425 at Belleville to $1,243 at Triton. In 1966-67 
the costs ranged from $504 at Wabash Valley to $1,700 at Sauk Valley. They state 
that the high costs for both 1965-66 and 1966-67 were in new colleges and not representative 
of what costs should be for established colleges. They should not reduce their 
expenditure and may even find it necessary to increase per FTE expenditure in order to 
offer quality educational curricula for a wide variety of vocational and technical areas 
and a two-year baccalaureate curricula. In 1966-67 the projected costs range from $650 
at Belleville to $1,500 at Sauk Valley. 

The FTE and cost per FTE in the two-year colleges in Oklahoma for 1962-63, 
1963-64, 1964-65, and 1965-66 came from Current Operation Income and Expenditure^ , 

Oklahoma State Colleges and Universities Fiscal Year 1965-66 , by Oklahoma State Regents 
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for Higher Education. The projected costs were derived by obtaining the per-cent of 
yearly increase or decrease for each college and using the average of this per-cent for 
the years projected. In 1962-63 the costs range from $499.43 at Northeastern Oklahoma 
A & M College to $972.08 at Murray. For 1963-64 the costs range from $485.05 at Cameron to 
$933.49 at Murray. For 1964-65 the costs range from $441.27 at Northeastern Oklahoma 
A & M College to $812.24 at Connors. In 1965-66 the costs range form $459.12 at Cameron 
to $819.39 at Connors. For 1966-67 projected costs range from $429.23 at Cameron to 

$873.18 at Connors. 

The FTE and cost per FTE for 1963-64* 1964-65, and 1965-66 in the Oregon 
Community Colleges came from data in Oregon Community Colleges, Annual Report 1965-66, 
by the State Department of Education. Tbe projected costs were derived by obtaining 
the per-cent of yearly increase or decrease for each college and using the average 
of this per-cent for the years projected. The authors state that it is becoming 
apparent that after the beginning years, FTE costs are leveling off with less difference 
between colleges and with a clustering around the $900 level; With this in a 

second projection was made to keep in line with their observation. In 1963-64 the costs 
ranged form $505 at Lane to $1,127 at Southwestern. The authors discounted Oregon City 
from the comparison because it only offered a very limited vocational program. In 
1964-65 the costs ranged from $536 at Lane to $1,266 at Southwestern. In 1965-66 the 
costs ranged from $637 at Portland to $1,053 at Southwestern. They state that one 
itnportatif factor in creating this difference is the size o f an institution s FTE enroll- 
ment . Costs increase as more students enroll in a colle g e but the costs do j^c>t increas e 
in proportion with the enrollment . The first projection for 1966-67 ranged in costs 
from $772 at Portland to $1,056 at Lane and the second projection from $772 at Portland 
to $1,011 at Southwestern. The first projection for 1967-68 ranged in costs from $806 
at Portland to $1,365 at Lane and the second projection ranged from $806 at Lane 
to $971 at Southwestern. With the exception of Oregon City all of the second projections 
for 1967-68 are approaching the $900 as observed by the authors. 

In The Challenge of Change in School Finance . Committee of Educational Finance, 
Washington,D. C., April 1967, "Differential Costs of Curriculums in Comprehensive 
Junior Colleges", by Ernest F. Anderson, the author restates the point that the costs 
are higher for specialized vocational and technical curriculums th an for the liberal^ 
arts and transfer curriculums . A study was conducted using eight public junior colleges 
that met certain criteria. The results are shown in Table I, page 184, and the findings 
were sufficient to show there are differences in the costs o f curriculums,. 
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Virginia Community College System 
Office of Surveys and Evaluation 

INDIVIDUAL STATE FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT OPERATING COSTS 



I The Delaware Technical and Community Colleges proposed to open its first 

I branch in Sussex County in September 19675 with an estimated enrollment of 500^ 
students the first year and approximately 800 students the second year. The first 
f year of operation , an d until the system becomes well es tablished, will necessarJJ.^ 
bring higher operating costs per student than for the long term. For long terij, 
the operating costs are expected to average about $1,000 per student per year. 

After seven years of operation, Florida was convinced they needed a 
minimum of 400 students for occupational programs. They could provide quality 
basic liberal arts and college transfer programs for less than 300 students in 
institutions. In smaller colleges, the employment possibilities. in any occupa; ^, 
tional grouping is small, therefore, the number of s tudents is also small and the 
cost of operation more expensive. In 1962-63 the colleges varied in size from 180 
I students to 3,000, with the cost in smaller colleges as much as $100 more than the 
larger ones. The per student cost in one or two smaller c olleges was as high a , g _ 
$1.100. whereas the State average per student cost was $570.2* 

North Carolina had a projected FTE of 29,326 for 1967-68. The State 
appropriation was $20,888,662 which made the cost $712.29 per FTE student. There 
^as also $1,988,728 in Federal funds, which was $67.82 per FTE student. This is 
a total of $780.11 p^.r FTE student from State and Federal funds. It does not 
include any monies from local funds. Local funds are provided for maintenance^ 
of buildings and grounds, supplies, and materials, janitorial salaries, utilities, 

I and to supplement Presidents’ salaries, and sometimes even faculty salaries. 

In Ohio, support factors represent the amount of funds provided by the 
State for each full-time equivalent student. For fiscal years 1967-69, the Regents 
Budget recommends a new support factor of $350 for community colleges, technical 
Institutions, universities, branches and lower divisions of State universities. 

This does not include local funds or tuition fees. 

Texas had a FTE of 31,524 for fiscal year 1964-65. The State appro- 
priated $8,250,215 which made the cost $261.71 per FTE student. This appropriation 
I represented 35.7 percent of the total income. On this basis, the total income would 
be $23,109,846. This would make the total cost approximately $733*09 per FTE 

student. 5. 

"n Delaware Technical and Community Colleges, Fi r st Report by the Bo^^ of Trustees , 

‘ December 27, 1966. « • i 

2. Technical- Vocational Education and the Community Colleges, Southern Regional 

I Education Board. ^ « i . v 

3. Battle, Hugh, North Carolina Department of Community Colleges; Raleigh, N. 

4. From the Office of the President /The Ohio State University , Letter, Spring, 1967. 

5 . Annual Report of the Coordinating Board, Texas College and University System, 

December 31, 1965. 
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